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ABSTRACT ™

A 1 year ethncgrarhic study vas ccnducted to
investigate the possibility and better understand the process of role
transformation of the schcol psychclogist during orgarnizational .
change, specifically regarding the delivery of r-instream services to
special needs childrenm under Chapter 766 (Massachusetts® law which
mandates procedural safeguards and teams delivery of educational
services for handicapped students). Tc collect and analyze data, a
team of investigators trained in ethnocgraphic methods was used. In
response to mairstreaming legislaticn, school psychclogists assumed
cne of two roles: child advocate or member of the schcol's staff.
Child oriented psychologists worked effectively in schools with low .
structure, participative organizaticns where they met with statff on a
one to one basis to develop program changes in response to the
child®'s needs. School oriented psychologists were fcurd tc be
ef fective in high structure, bureaucratically organized schools where
they work with the staff as a team to serve the child thrcugh
existing school programs. Other findings included that despite the
painstreaming legislative mandate toc use collabcrative tean

nizaticn in special needs cases, many teams continue to function

in accord with bureaucratic principles. (Authcr/SBH)
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. ABSTRACT

Recent state and federal legislation requiring mainstream

education for special needs children has crented;organizstional
change and problems of role definition for school psychologists.
They are currently confronted with a rapidly increasing case load,
an ambiguity in the definition of their client, and a debate over
whether to function as g2neralists or soecialists. we conducted |
this s tudy to provide information that could contribute to a
resolution of those problems and further our general understanding
of role trensformation during organizetional change.

To,collect and analyze data we used’a team of investigators
trained-in ethnodraphic methods.

We found that?in response to mainstreaming legislation,school
psychologists assume one of two roles: child advocate, or member
of the school's staff. Child-oriented,psychologists work effectively
in schools with low structure,participative organizations where
they meet with staff on a one-to-one besis to develop program
changes in response to the child's needs; School-oriented psychologiSts .
"are effective in uwigh structure,bureaucraticelly organized schools
| where they work with the staff as a team to serve the child through
“existinq school progrsms. .

We also found that despite the mainstreaming legislative mandate
to use collaborative team organization in special needs cases, many
teams continue to function in accord with bureaucratic principles.

In response to this problem,'and to enhance the performance of

school puychologists, we recommend that school personnel involved

in special educatiori cases should be trained in the principles

of organization design.
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BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Recent state and federal legislation entities children
with h;ndicaps to a free and approprlate education in the
least restrictive environment possible. Essentially, civil
. rights acts, Massachusetts Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 were ‘
passed in response to widespread public and professional
concern over the effects of a pattern pf separate a2ducation
for special needs children in which the qhildfen were often
stigmatized while their parents were excluded from'tne
decisions affecting their lives (Kennedy 1978; Boston 19;7;
Weatherly and Lipsky 1977 and Budoff 1975).

To alter this pattern, Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 .
establish procedural safeguards addresse//to -the administration
of education rather than to'educational programs. Under these
safeguards, interdisciplinary professional teams are respon-
sible for ensnting that each child recieves a comprehensive
diagnosis'and an educational plan that meets his or her |
special needs with the least possible separation from the
educational mainstream. The laws mandate the use of teame on
the assumption that "...appropriate'deeiaions will be more
likely to occur if a team of people, rather than a ;ingle ™~
individual, makes the decision, and if the parent is involved
in the decision"(Kennedy 1978).

This mandate for team delivery of educational services

is an attémpt to use state and federal law to introduce local

{o
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level organizetional change in public schools. 1In e 1977

® pilot study of the implemeqtation.of Chapter 766 in Worcester

Massachusetts, we found that the principal reeponse to tﬁe
pressure éor change appeared to be an adaptive transformefion
® of existﬁinéstaft' roles. This introduced the possibility
that there would be considerable variation in implementation
of the law, with the actual delivery of services being'deter-

® mined more by these local adaptations than by stete and

C—
“N\

federal policy requirementss - —— - _

In order to stqdy this possibility and to better under-
o stand the process of role transformation during organizational
| change,” we proposed a one year ethnographic/etudy of the
delivery of services under Chapter 766. This research was'
® - supported by a grant from the Netionel Institute of Education.

'The major findings of our work are reported in this paper.

T »

-
o | CONCEPTUAL ORIENTATION OF THE STUDY
“
v Insight ieto the adaptetion of existing roles to meet
o ‘the requirements of the new laws is provided by the theory

and research of a number of sociologists and anthropoligsts.
At the most general level, goodenough (1971), and Berger and
o Luckman (1966 ) have advancied theories that behavior in a
. secial system is bLased on stundards created and maintained

by the daily interacti-~ns of their members. This concept of

¢ a socially constructed reality is ia contrast to classical

N




theories which treat social syatems as static structures of

e objective constraints controlling the members' behavibr._
With the application of this symoolic interactionist
approach to complex organ;zations, it has now become common
® practice to distinguish between prescribed roles and ehaéted
" roles. wWolcott (1973), Cicourel (1974), Schlecty (1976),

Schmuck et. al. (1979) are a few of the many researchers who

® have applied the approach to educational organizations. Their
work contributes to our general understanding of the way these
. . organizations influence individual behaviors while thetindiv-
® iduals reciprocally create the patterns of behavior that
define the organization. Using this concept of ihe staff's
influence over the organization's delivery of service, a ;
® number of researchers have recently examined the specific
problems of implementihg Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142.
In their study of Chapter 766,IWeatherly and Lipsky (1977)
® are particularly concerned about the attempt to introduce
innovations into existing and continuing practice. They
predict that undcr 766 the accommodations and coping mecha-
® nisfns of local proféssiohal 8. ..F will shave the service
that is actually delivered to the public udder government policy,
and they call for studies of thzse people within their
¢ work contexts to discover how their decision-making process for
clients is mordified by the new policies.
° In a similar vein, Braddock (1977) ‘dem'onstrates that change in

the deiivery of special servicas within the educational main=

<@




4.
stream will meet strong orgaﬁizational resistanc;. Because equging
organizational praétices which seqregate and concentrate “
special education services are easier to administer, he con-
Eludes_that such practices will continue to prevail over mainstreaming
efforts unless ﬁew orgdnizational forms of delivery are
developed. | |

Mitofsky (1974) and Parker (1975) state that a key tc
this 6rganizational change’will be adjustments in the functions
of-special services professionals. They find that, since
special services traditionally have ‘had marginal positions in N
educational organizations, the individuals in these professions
will have to learn to mainstream themselves as ygll as the
children if they Qre-to effectively implement the mandate-of
Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142. They demonstrate that school
psycholcgists, counselors, and speciai educators who have Seen
trained to work with children will now work as consultants
to other professionals on the delivery of services throug;
teams, and they suggest that until these individuals develop
the skills for their new role, they will continue to be

treated as outsiders by school staff and will be unable to

handle the increased case load created by the new laws.

FOCUS OF THE STUDY - THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

In order to better understand the individual adaptations

that will produce the orgai.lzational response of schools to




.Chapter 766 we chose to do an ethhoqraphic studv of school
® psychologists operating under' the law in the public schools

of Worcester Massachusetts. This decision was based on the

field work ig our pilot study and the conceptual orientation. \
® to organizational change outlined above.
Our preliminary observations indicated that school
psychologists wé;e responding to four interrelated problems:
o (1) an expanﬁiodo‘ the_referral system with a corresponding S

increase in their case lcad, (2) ambiguity in the definition

of their client (the child or the school?), (3) ambiguity

® about whether to be specialists or generalists in the delivery
of services, and (4) a demand to function in'é'variety-of

. organizational settings ranging from hithy centralized

* .decision-making structures to participative teams with decisions /
made by consensus. |

® N s .

ETHNOGRAPHIC APPROACH TO THE STUDY
In response to the problems they face, school psych=-

d ologists are engaged in an adaptive'tr?nsformation of their
goles. To examine this response, we cbose'ethnographic
methodology because of its lbng tradition of studying

¢ organizations from the participant's'.point of view. It is
the ethnographic perspecfive that alléws us to study the

° social construction of complex organizations outlined in the

previous section. This methodology also allows us to theat'
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the implementation of the law as a naturally occurring

ecological experiment. Bronfenbrenner's formulation of this
research paradigm (Bronfenbrenner, 1976) emphasizes that the
'impact of changas in a setting cannot be understood without
information on how the settlng and its various elements are

perceived by tne participants.

To organize our data collection and analysis in a way that is

consistent wiith the psychologists' perspectives of the pro-
blems they face, we used a force field model based on Lewin's

concept of the psychological field (Lewin, 1935). In our o

o model, the forces impinging on'the psychologists from the

eurironment are the increased referral case load and the
_ demands of the various organizational cettings in which they

® ha_ve to work. ‘The environmental forces are balanced by
responses from the psychologists. These_are shaped by their
orientation to either the school or the child as their client

¢ and by their preference for functioning as a Specialist or
generalist in the delivery of services.

o | | . ~

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOP A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY
Referrals To organize our approach the the study of
o environmental forces ye began with the increase in case loads.

Our pilot study indicated that expansion of the\referral
system was the aspect of mainstreaming having the most

o - immediate and tangible impact on the school's organization.
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weatherly and Lipsky (1977), Parker €1975) and Milofsky (1974)
had also expressed concern that the sheer volume of cases would |
seriously test the capacity of the schools to respond to

Chapter 766. With this in mind, we asked two quastions:

(1) 1In 1978,'wi;h four years of experiencelunder Chapter 766,
was there an increase in the rate of referrals under the law?
and, (2) what was the pattern of referrals - who made them

and what types of problems were beiné referred?

Organizational Tvpes Developing'an analytic framework

for the types of schools we found in the psychologists' environ-
ment was more complex sincekthe principal purpose 3 Chapter

766 and P.,L. 94-142: is to change the organizational process of
schools., Organizations are solutions\to problems. They occua
when people use coordinated action to reach a goal, Histori-
cally, we have seen an evolution in the way organizationas have
been designed, and a»brief review of tneﬁeducatignal effects

| of these developments is necessary: to understand the impact of
mainstreaming legislation and the organizational problems

faced by school psychologists.

Hanson (1979) and Schmuck et. al. (1977) find that,
historically, bureaucracy has been the prevailing organiza-
tional form in American‘education. Galbraith (1977) demon-
sa;ates that this classical approach to organization is based

on a belief in our ability to pre-plan goal-directed structures

of activity in advance of their execdtion. It assumes that

“organizational outcome~ can be pre-spacified and standardized, -

17
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and that the conditions producing the outcomes are known and
controllable. For efficiency, this type of organization relies

on a specialist division of labor in which the cobrdination-of

?

separate activities is brought about tnrough a nierarchical
" structure which locates decisions in a central authority.'

Bureaucracies are most suited to the execution of uniform
/ . —

repetitive activities that can be handled by a standardized ‘

system of operating proceuures., A well-run- bureaucracy can

process a large volume of uniform events, but it has scarce

information‘proces;ing capacity for novel events, and it is
' o i

»7

vulnerable 'to task uncertainty (Galbraith 1977). unique

events in e\bureaucrﬁcy must be treated,as exceptions to the [

rules. As such, they ﬁay be ignored by the workers, who have ’ f
no response available to them within the organization, or they‘
may be referred to an upper level of the hierarchy for a
decision and plan of action requii.., the least disruption of
routine organizationel activities;

The bureaucratic organization of work in‘schools was made
possible by extensive use of normative test:z which were used
to place children in a pre-defined curriculum, Through the
application of bureaucratic principles and\these QEQts, the
organization of the school's staff,"curricuium, and physical
‘structure became standardized to meet the needs of the model

group of children in the society (Tyack 1974).

Children falling outside the normative group were exceptional

children, who- presented the schools with an organizational problem.,A”
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Their behavior did not conform to the ctandard rules and
normative expectations of the mainstream school. Their unique
neerds could not be et by teachers trained to work with a
curriculum designed to meet the needs of children falling
within a pre-def ined normetive range. Since sound bureau-
cratic principles dictate that the organization's structure
should not be modified to meet the dEmends of unique indivi-
duals, the traditional response was to remove these children
from the educational mainstream so that their speciei need:

' cpuld be met with thé’ieast disruption to the school’s acti-
Qities. These sapaiate placements providee the additionai
opportunity of cat;;;rizing special needs children by their |
conditions so that specialists and facilities could be effi-
ciently conceatrated on their needs. | ‘ n
| Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 are intended to reverse this
classical pattern of segregating special needs children from
mainstreem'educational programs. The laws were enacted
because special needs children were stigmatized by the labels
they acquired through placement in Categorical programs,
because the experience of growing up in a peer group of
exceptional children often handicapped them éor“future life in
mainstreem societyy because a disproportionately large number
of minority group children were placed in spevidl programs;
because those who were institutionalized had .ittle chance of

returning to the mainstream and their condition often worsened,

and because mainstream children,'having been'exposed to a




\which locate the child in the "ieéjst, restr\i}ctive environment

/" 10.

limited'rangefof normal behavior, were being ill-prepared to -
deal with handicagged people, so that a cycie was created that
furtner separated t;;\twb\groups and reinforced the isolation
of special neaeds individuais\throughout their lives (Boston
1977, wWeatherby and Lipsky 1977, Budoff 1975 and the Task Force
on Children Out of School Repert 1971). | |
Chapter 766 and P,L, 94-142 attempt to ange the‘pattern
by legislating proceduﬂcl safeguards designed to limit sepa-

rate categorical placements, ciief among these safeguards are:

(1) the use of ymultiple methods of individual assessment” (to

:1imit use of standardized tests), (2) the use of placements

commensurate with his or_her needs" (to 1imitlseparate place-

Mo

ments), (3) the creation of "individual educational plans"

which recogniFe t e unique needs of each child (to limit

categorical place ents)% and (4) the creation of "duegprocess
procedureés" to prptect the rights of parents and the child
(Kennedy 1978). | . {

Each one of these procedural safeguards is in direct

conflict with the traditional bureaucratic organization of

' schools. To implement these safeguards, the law specifies

creation of educational teams responsible for designing an -~

individual plan/for each special needs child. Such teams
include a special education teacher, a school psychologist - ¢

or counselor, an administrator and the pdrent or child

advocate. They may also include other professionals. The

2

L
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11.
laws specify that decisions are to be reached by consensus of
the team members and implemented through a collavorative effort
of relevant professionals. To understand why the law specifies
this team approach we must turn from our review of bureaucratic.
theory to examine mofe recent trends in organizational design.
Team organization grew out of the human relations school
- of organization.design. Likert crystallized the principles of
the team approach in his descriptive model of participative
management (Likert 1967). In contrast to what he cclls the
authoritarian pattern of control in hierarchical organizations,

participative management develops an employee-oriented suppor-

tive envifonment“in—whichiwork—get3~done—through—democfetic-—w

collaboration. Studies of this organizational approach have |

demons%fated increased productivity and enhanced worker satis- -

faction in a“ide renge of organizational settings, including
educat;Lnalvinstitutions (Galbraith 1977, Hanson, 1979 and
schmuck et. ale. 1977). |

Colleborative teams provide the potential for implementing
the mandate of Chapter 766 und P,L. 94-142 for meinstream
education of special needs children. We have seen that within
mainstream sohools these children are unique individuals who
generate staff uncertainty about the appropriate educational
plan to me:t their needs. Galbraith (1977) and Lawrence and
rorsch (1967) have demonstrated that the greater the taek
" uncertainty, the greater the amount of information that must

. ‘/'
be provided to decision makers and the more they are limited

fony
.-
T
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in Lheir ability to pre-plan activities in advance of theif

execution. Bureaucracies control this proklem by using cate-

gorical placements of exeptional children. This reduces the
information overload that would be tssociated with processing -
each child‘through;the'hierarchy, but historically we hrve
seen that it also reduces ﬁhe quality of the diagnosis and
plan of action for tbe'chi;d. ,
Collaborative teams/provide an alternative solution to
this..probiem. Galbraith points out that since'it is the
volume of information flgwiﬁg from the points of action to the

-~~<~mppints of decision making thgt overioads the hierarbhy, it is

more efficient to bring the points of decision down to the
" points c. action wheré'the'informagion exists. This can be

accomplished by increasing the discretion exgrci;ed at ioﬁec.'

levels of the organization, ‘but as this is done, the organi-

zation faces a new proble@: "How canvil be sﬁre,that the

en loyees will consistently chéose the appropriate,respohse ko

the job-related situations with which theyiwill he Faced?" - -
(Galbraith 1977). Galbraith demonstrates that the common

_solution to this problem is to staff the organization with ‘a

N 7

professionally trained work foree. * o N
A professional staff working as a team has more flexi«
bility and capacity for responding‘io task uncertainty than
o .
' Y

a bureaucratic hierarchy. Faced with the unique case dﬂjan
exceptional child, an interdisciplinary team has more infor -

mation and resources available to it for diagnosis and /
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planning than the standard channels of a bureaucracy. Through

@ collaborative combinations and recombinations of their resources,
teams are better able to create a program meeting each child's

needs within existing educaticnal facilities. They have less

need for categorical placements which separate special children

from the mainstream.

e _ .

The shift from bureaucratic organization to collaborative

'teams "represents a shift from control hased on supervision and
surveillance to control based on selection of resporisible  °
workers" (Galbraith 1977). Coordination of team wérk is done

in participative planning meetings in which memb-rs set goals '

and establish the details of their working relationships.

a

f Collaborative teams do have the potential to respond to v

‘ the mandate for comprehensive diagnosis and 1ndividua1 program
planning-for.the needs of special: children, and the mainstreamingi’
laws do require’ this apprcach as a replacement for the bureau-~ | i

®

cratic delivery of services formerly availablr:,  However,
changing schools from bureaucratic to participative organization'

é has not been easy to accomplish in practice.

e " A number of researchers have documented the incompatibilities .
between bureaucracies and participative organizations. Educational
bureaucracies aredhigh-structure work settings in which staff

¢ activities and responsioilities are compartmentalized. Inter-
actions between leaders and sdbordinates follow a‘person-to-

° person isoiative pattern in which the leader _(princ‘ipalj' or. oy

department chair) supervises each subordinéte on a one=to-

LY . b4 ‘

“"
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one basis. In formally gtructured educational activity there
is little task interaction between staff members. The leader.
makes the majority'of organizational decisions and.assigns
tasks to individuals accordind to theirlspecialties. The
leader does not encourage collaboration on tasks and maintains

strong functional boundaries between them. High structure

- systems work to develop standard procedures for efficiently

responding to uniform student needs (Schlechty 1976 and Likert
1972). \\ | |
In contrast to high structure organizations, participative

educational qrganizations develop collaborative work relation-

ships wi a two-way flow of information between leaders and |
subordinates. Leaders encourage subordinates to become
accomplished in their specialties, and they recognize that
subordinates may have better information and . may be in better
positions to act on certain problems (Likert 1972). Often .~
characterized as consultative systems, informal exchanges of ’

task-oriented information and support among ‘staff are common,

and educational rlanning is often a grdup process with decision

. by consensus. _g"&espanse to variability‘in student backgrounds

and abilities, participative organizations develop a set of
alternative procedures to be combined and re-combined to meet
individual needs (5chlechty 1976). ’
During times of organizational change, or whenever a
person moves from one type of organization to another, the

incomputibilities 0 bureaucracies and participative organi-

| 13
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zation may lead to role conflicts. Those who are comfortable

with bureauciatic settings often.express a great deal of dis-

satisfaction with what they perceive to be the stoucturally
loose organization of participative systems. BureaucratiC-
_staff accustomed to high-structure, pre-planned patterns of
action may exhibit a "trained incapacity" to respond\to the
open action alternatxves of these systems, and bureaucratic
administrators may refuse to seek the counsel of their pro-
fessional staff in deLision-making and planning (Hanson &979).'
| On the other hand, those oriented to working in partici-

N\

pative settings may consider the efficiently standardized \
procedures of a bureaucracy to be a frustrating structure of \\
constraints, Their lack of willingness to submit’ to bureau- -
~cratic imperatives of ten makes them unpredictable to bureau-
cratic*administrators, who come to 'see them as outsiders
unwilling to conform to role requirements. They, in turn; nay
'come to accept this position and work as ‘outsiders engaged in

a struggle with the forces of bureaucracy chhlechty(l97€§;

Over time these interactions may deteriorate untillthey"
hecome dysfunctional. -Thetalternative’is to developdeffective”
organizational adantations. Given our sense of the dynamic
interrelationship of individual actions_and organizational
structure, one form of adaptation is for individuals to transs=
form their organization to fit existing role expectations, so
that participative organizations become more bureaucratic under
the influence of dominant bureaucratic staff or leaders, while

N

AN
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" bureaucracies become more participative through the actions of

(] those orierited to collaborative work settings.

: Since Chapter 76¢ and P.L, 94-142 mandate the .use of
collaborative teams to deliver special education services, a

® principal factor in their'implementation will be the role trans-
formations school staff actually-develop in response to the
pressure to change fron bureaucratic to participative organi-
® .zation., To take account of this, we studied the adaptive re-
| sponse of school psychologists to organizational variation at

'“three*levels: school, team and case. These were combined for

._ ’ a'descriptive typology of the adaptive interactions of school

psychologists with their organizational environments (see page 17). ,

. ! . ) :
- s . . - . -
e sche ' Glasa
[ . )

Schools in this typology were classified as having Bureau-

.cratic or participatlve organizations. Bureaucratic schools

~

embodied the properties of bureaucracies reviewed above. The
~mark of these schools is a centralized decision process con-
trolled'byfthe principal. In such schools the principals treat
'school psyrhologists as problem-solvers. Thev call for the -
school psychologist when they or their staff have a problem
wonring with a child. The principal or teacher is likely to .
de‘ine the problem for the psychologist and request that a
particular action be taken. J |

Ea:ticipative schools have less centralized decision

makin ’ and principals give their staff more functibnal autonemy.

| In such schools the school psychologist's role is to deliver
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TYPE OF Bi WI*LEHQQLE
SCHOOL . Rureaucratic Collaborative Bureaucratic Collaborative :
2SYCHOLOGIST 1 Team Team | _Team - - o
SY 15T su:ple Eomp.lex Simple | Complex|Simple | complex| Simple | Complex.

case ase Case Case cCase case Case g"“
CHILD-ORIENTED o . .
SPECIALIST 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
CHILD=ORIENTED .
SCHOOL=-ORIENTE : , : . :
SPECIALIST 17 16 19 20 21 22 . 23 ~'ZJI
SCHOOL~-ORIENTE '
GENERALIST 25 26 27 . 28 29 30 3 32

-
'~
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service to the child. In making referrals, the staff aod
principal are more likely to allow school psycholooists to
develop their own diagnosis and plan of action for the child.
~Within a school(at the second level of the typology) the..‘
team is the particuls group of staff members working on an
individual's case. For eacb-case in this study,.tho team was
classified as bureaucratic or collaborative in accord with the
principals reviewed in” this report. -wo used this c1assificat1on
to give recognition to the fact that it was possible for some
groups to be called "teams" under the law while they actually
~functionod bureaucratically.‘ Becauso team members were ?ften
. from outside’ ‘the school, it was also pcssible to have bufoau-
cratic teams in participative schools'and collaborative tdbms

in bureoucratic schools.' Pollowing the moquircments of th

A

‘law, our focus was on the team's diagnbsis; decision haking‘
A

and planning process for each caso.’
A ggggl(as the thlrd level .of the typoiogy)'began with the
referral of the child tova school psychologist and ended when
an educational plan for that child -had beoo'implemented. Cases
were of two types: simple and complex (Llpsky.:od:Weathérley,'
1977, made a simllar distinction between routine,ond complex
~cases). 1In a simple case tho child's needs are ;cadi’y diag=-
- nosed and make limited demands on the resources of the school.’
In such cases the psychologist is engaged in relaflvely few

interactions with other staff.

A complex case may'require"several professionals to
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complete the diagnosis. The child's prooiem, the\school's

response, or the parent's involvement may disrupt'routine

activities, and resolution of thes case is likely to require
program alteration or reiocation of the child in another |
setting. During complex cases, schoOl psychologists work with
a large number of other professionals.
| In our force fleld model, the school psychologists response
to these crganizational variabies f i.e.: their response to a
bureaucratic or participative school with a bureaucratic or
\'Collaborative team working on a simple or complex case) is
\>Naped by theIr client orientation and degree of specialization.
This is displaved in the typology by four categories of school
psychologist which cross?cut the_organizatianaIAcategSries to
form a matrix with thirty—two cells (see page 17). The four

types of psychologist are: l. child-oriented specialist; 2

child-oriented generalist, 3. school-oriented specialist, and ’

4. school-oriented generalist. . o o | .
SChool'psychologists‘serve two clients: the children and

the school system. In-our pilot study there apkeared.to'be a

variation between child-oriented psxbhologists and scnoolf .

oriented psychologists which refle ted a subtle distinction in

.
the Salance between the osychological andleducational compo- |
nents of'their work. Both kinds~of psychologist were clearly
interested in serving the child's needs, and both recognized
that they were working for the school when they did this.

~ The child-oriented psychologists,\however, adopted the role of
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child advocate and protector of the individual's interests

o within the institution. School=oriented psychologists, on the

other hand, assumed roles as members of the school staff and
worked through the school's programs to respond to the child's
o needs. - ' | - \
' In addition to differences in client orientation, our
pilot study also reveeled differences in degofe of speciali-
® zation. A bo|dy of school psychology theory suggests tnet the
psychologist should'specielize"iniperticuler problems and
methodologies (Hoh_nshill 1974). In practice, school psych-
® - ologists working under Chapter766 would be called on “to
‘ function as specielist-consultents to educationzl staff. How-
eve ', there is also a strong theoreticel argument for the h
o generalist position which allows the psychologist to adept to \
a number of different intervention settings (Bardon 1976, and B
l_Gilmore 1974). 1In practice, under Chapter 766, the generalist .
position would contribute to organizational efficiency by enabiing
“b school psychologists to ?unction as communicative links between -
the systems providing service to the child (Bergan et. al. 1976).
The findings of this”study ingicate that client orientation dominates
the school psychologist's role, while degree of specialization |

_  has little effect on their handling of 3 case.

To Summarize Our research is built on

the constructivist assumption that a social structure is not
an objective'end‘constraining social fact. It is, rather, a

pattern of relationships and action that exists only so far as
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its members create and maintain it through théir daily inter-
actions, and_it changes';s_the members have & need to adaptiveiy ‘
_ transform their relationships or dqtions (Méhan-1978, Magoon 1977,
Berger and Luckman 1966), ‘ ‘

The attempt to impiement Chapter 766 in Massachusetts pro-
vides us with a naturally occurring experiment in which we. may
study this process beca;se the requirements of the law call for
an adaptiygﬁ:esponse f;om school- staff. 'Thé study of this re-
sponse can shed light on the sgcial construction of organiza-
tions,'and it can help us to-understand how state-level policy
is trgnsformed iqto local level practice., | _;\

To focus our research on the respOnSe é& Chépter—766; we
chose: to use éthnogfaphic)case study methods to .concentrate on
the role of school psychologisfs in the delivery of service t6 -
special neéds’children. TO org#nize our data co;lection and t
analysis,‘and to prd;ide a systematic comﬁarison of the kinds’
of school psychologists: and organizational setﬁinés that. we
‘found in our pilot stﬁdy and the literature, we uséd th;
descriptive matrix on' page 17. - | | | ¢

The report of findings in this study is basedion a conpar=
ison of Qixty-four ethnographic case studies; éwo cases in each
of the thifty-two cells of the matrix. As a deécriptive study,
we did not use the variables in our maﬁkix to formulate an

elaborate set of deductive hypotheses., Instead, -the matrix was

used to generate a series of empifiéal questions cast in this

general form: "what happens when...?"

<6
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An example of a series of empirical questions is-‘v"ﬁhat
“happens when a child-oriented specialist works on a simple case
with a bureaucratic team in a bureaucratic school?"' "what hap-
pens when a child-oriented specialist works on a complex case
with a bureaucratic team in a bureaucratic school?"; "What hap-
pens when a child-oriented specialisé works on a .simple case

with a collaborative team in a bureaucratic school?" and so on

across the eight cells for a child-oriented psychologist.

As we filled the cells of our matrix wifh descriptions of
cases guided by these questions, we were able to make two kinds
of comparison. 'Holding the kind of psychologist constant, we
could look at the performance of a given type of psychologist
across organizational type settings, and thén in turn, holding
the kind of setting constant, we could look at the performance
of different kinds of psychologist in the same kind of setting.

' The comparison in our matrix was also made at several
levels of detail. In some instances we simply compargg bureau-
cratic school performance with participative school performance
for a given type of psychologist, and at ‘other times we made a~
similar comparison between kinds of teams or kinds of casis,

but! we always had the opportunity to make comparisons that

included all three organizational variables.

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

The Research Team

our fleld research was conducted by a team of field

workers consisting of Mleanor Latham, a practicing school
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psychologist, John Madonna, a practicing‘schcol counselor, and
® \ ‘Margaret Foran, a program manager’ in the Bureau of Ins’titutionelA
.Schoole of the Massachusetts Department of Education. Their
work was coordinated by Thomas Carroll, a university based
o researcher in the figid of anthropology and education.

The field workers were doctoral students in Clark Univer-

sity's Department of Education. As such, they had been trainec
o in ethnographic‘ approaches to educational research using methods
developed by Geering and hi; associates (Gearing et. al. 1975).
_ The combination of tnis theoret;celland methocological back-
® " ground with their experience as practitioners gave the field
o workers particularly strong insight into the problems of imple-
menting Chapter 766, and their pilot'reseerch identified the
o issues that are the basis of this report.
During the research we found that a researcher-prectitioner
.« team can ‘be an effective approach to ethnographic research in
.‘ schools. The roles of the practitioners simplified entry and
rapport problems, and university-based team meetings for data
analysis provided a mix of perspectives ‘that disembeded“the N
L practitioners from their field sites while they simultaneously ‘
brought the researcher into contact with the practical realities
of the schools.
® The team approach is not without its difficulties, however.,

The practitione;\§s\an *"insider" to ths/;rganization has to face

the problem of,K adopting the researcher's "outsider" role. He or

o she must be prepared for the stress produced by observing and
interviewing colleagues without ﬁbing able to share the infor- .
~ o q | 28
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mation obt&ined. ASs a team, the members must be able to
tolerate conglicting practitioner philosophies and the tens

that resultg/from the practitioner and researcher holding each
other in ecg as one tries to rush into the findings while the
otherfti ailing off into the ‘th.oretical clouds. To date, the

difficuify of managing these problems has been outweighted by

é‘ton“of—thts—rapaff—aﬁd—fwa"a1333?€i€i6ﬁi (Latham 1979
and Madbnna in process),

The Sites and theé Subjects

The princiﬁ@l site for our study was the Worcester Public
Sschools. A manufacturing city located in central ﬁassachusetts,
worcester is the second largest city 1n the state (pop. approx.
190,000). The WOrcester Public 8chool system hasigﬁéentralizedrr
administration with departmental specialties. School psychol-
0gists in the system work out of the Child Study Department. |
Edch psychologist is responsible for J%rking with children in |
:three to four schools and w!ll move from school to school dur-
ing ;;y given week. To reflect this fact, the sixty-fbur cases
-aﬂﬁlyzed in this report were drawn from sixteen schools in the
system: ten elementary schools (65% of the cases), four junior
high schools (25% of the cases), and two high schools (10% of
the cases), To select the school psychologists to be studied
at the Worcester site, a structured interview embodying the
categories of our descriptive matrix was used (see Latham 1979).

Each one of the twenty school psychologists in the Child Study

Department was questioned about his or her procedures for
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handling cases. (Actual cases were reviewed.) Each one was

_alsb asked to de:cribé what_he or she knew about the way col-
leagues handled cases. Using this information, four psychol-
ogists were chosed as exemplars of the four.types of psychol-
ogists in our mat{i:;k By this procedure, the individual clas-

sified as a child-o ggzgq specialist was put in that category

'”bééause'she ided%ifiéa‘ﬁefgelf as working with that orientation
and bpcauSe the information from hék'colleagues:androur analygis " | /
of her cases confirmed that placement. This was true for each
of the other three classifications. All four psychologists had | ,/
careérs in the schools ihat beqan before the implementation of

AChapter'766. The school-oriented specialist in this study was

a man; the other three psychologists were women, and this ratio A /
is reflective of the number of men and women in the Child study /
Department. | L L f

A similar proCeddre was used to classify theé schools and ,
teams that these four psychologists worked with. A/;uestion- j
naire and a structured interyiew provided Likert Scaleg.data :
that identified schools_as bureaucratic or participative, and
teams as bureaucratic or collaborative. fHe'questionnaire and
interview format appear in Latham (1979). ' ' . f

The cases of these four p#ychologists were classified as ;
simple or complex by means of a content analysis. Two cases |
were selected for each cell of the matrix, with comparabillty -

of cases across the matrix being a principal criterion for

selection. With regard to the core evaluation process dis= -




cussed leter in this report, ue determined that only forcy-two

of the sixty-four ceses were comparable, so our enelysis of

core evaluations is based on that smaller number. | ’

Ouf sixty-four cases, when studied ethnographically, pro-

vided us with rich information on the dey-to-de9 prOcess by

kS

2

which services are delivered tq special needs children.

wWhen this approach is compared to studies which base their
findings on statistical inference, however, we have a small,

non-random sample of cases. To help us control for the possibple.

[ -
- effects of the idiosyncracies of the four psychologists we chose,

¢

we used tw? comperison groups.

The first comperison group consisted of school counselors
in the Shrewsbury Public School system., Shrewsbury is the
largest suburb oi WOrcester3 and its counselors work in roles

similar to trose of the school psychologists 1n worcester. . -

- Using structured interview and questionneire procedures out-

lined above, four counselors were chosen and their work settings
and cases were analyzed in terms of our descriptive matrix.

The second comparison group consisted‘pf Core Evaluation
Team Liasuns from the Massachusetts Department of Education's
Bureau of -Institutional Schools. These liason officers are
not located within a particular school system, but they ‘have
duties similar to those of the counselor and ps&chologist'when
they work as members of core ;;}luation teams: and thqir cases
were examined and compared with those of the four psychologists

in our study.
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The number of cases in oﬁr comparis?n groups is smallglgnd
they are not used infthis report. 'COmpgrison of;the.ﬁatterns.
in thesé casea_yith p#tﬁerns in the Worcester cases was used,
hbwever, to give ua'some assurance that when we sﬁ#hk here of
the action 6f a type of school psycholpgist'we are doa;ing with
the properties. of that type (e.g. theléonsequences‘of be;ng a c

child-orientea spéci&ilst);ﬂ;ha—ﬁqinihé“béééaﬁiiiti—f?ilfémbf“f'
the particular individual who occupied that position in our
study. ‘ “ :

-

LS

pata Collection and Analysis - ' " w

pata collectié; ;nd analysis in this study followed the
principles of indefinite triangulation (Cicourel, 1973 and
Cicourel et. al, 1974). Tl is means that-multiple methods and
sources of data were used, and th#t data ana;ysis was based on
constant comparison of information from several methods and sources.
For instance, the classification of school psychologists was
based on data collected by ;nterview{ qugstionnaire, and contenti
analysis of documents. To place a psyipologist in a’particular'
category, self-descriptive information from that psychologist
was compared to information from his or her colleagues, and the
results of that comparison were in turn compafed to what the
field worker concluded from observation and an ihdependent
content'énalysis~of tﬁat psychologist's case records.

Observation, interview, questionnaire and document conteﬁt

analysis were the four procedures used in this study. Their use

assured us that we always had at least three sources of data
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against which we could cheCk.our'findingk. we feel that this
triangulation of dnta and the constant comp?rison of cases in"
our matrix en.pren’the validity‘of findinés that is the pSsence
" of a qualitative study (Rist 1977). |

'FINDINGS OF THE STUDY S

, o . A »
The following discussion of findings will present a summary

1

of the resul*s of our study. No attempt will be made to present
tables of our raw data;or complete ethnographic descriptions.
This information is available in Latham (1979) and Madonna (n;d Je
The Pattern of Referrals e
| ‘A referral is a requent_to have a child diagnosed for
special educat;onal needs. .In resp;nse to a reférral, a school
psychologist does an individual psychological.eﬁaination which
" involves conferring with parents, teachers or adminii}bators,
] and observing the child in the classroom, along with analyzing
test/results to make a recommendation for the child's programe

' Traditionally, . there were a small number of referrals in
which the psychologist became involved in a'coré evaluation of
the child. This process involves a meeting in which nn indivi-
~dual educational plan is developed for the Ehild by a team of
educational professionals and administrators Qorking with the
parents. Cases with core evaluations require much more staff

. . )
interaction and take considerably more time than those limited

to indiyidual-psychological evaluations, but as we have seen,
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is thought that teem evaluations are more comprehensive end

o that they best meet the civil rig‘\ts provisions of Chapter 766
and P.L. 94-142 by providing an institutionelized structure in
which the interests of the qpild and parent can be represented
‘in plans for the child.

Beginning with the academic yeer 1974-1975pChapter 766
provides that a referral for core eveluetion may be made by a
teacher, a school offioiel, a judicial offiter,‘any person
having custody of the child, a social worker, or e~femiiy
doctor. Children may ask any of these people to refer them for
a diagnostic evaluation, end between the ages of eighteen and ©
‘twenty-one they may refer themseives. In eddition to referral . | - -
by these agents, there are a number o conditions involving | |
records of acedemic failure or suspension where referral is
automatic. The law specifies thet a school psychologist or
counselor must respond to eech of these refarrals.

Considering the number of people who-can make referrals,,
and the extensive demands oI each referrel, 3 numbe: of prac-
titioners and researchers have expressed concern over theJﬁr\
cepecity of the 3chools to handle the load (Perker 1975,

Weatherly & Lipsky 1977, end Braddock 1977). In response’to
this concern, one purpose of our study was to examina tie pattern
of referrals~under the new law.

since Chapter 766 ook effect, the number of referrals has

P increased at a steedy rate. Keeping in mind that 1973-1974 w'as

the year preceeding enactment and 1974-1975 t .. first year under

»
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the law, we can examine the follbﬁing figures®for the worcester

. ‘ ' | ‘ | :
® . public 'Schools (see Table I): : ;

Table I: INCREASE IN REFERRALS AND CORE EVALUATIONS UNDER 766

® " ' Referrals r~sre Evaluations
1973-1974 ' 1921 . . 275
1974-1975 T e —----Tf 649

e . 1975-1976 2220 . 673 )
1976-1977 - 2m 759
1977-1978 " 3349 . 1033

° |

1" We can see that in the first year of the law (178=175)

, fhere was a 12% increase in referrals, with a i36%‘incraaae in ,
o core evaluations. Core evaluations jumped frcm 14% of the cases !
in '73-'74 to 50% of the cases in '74-'75, the first year.of
compliance, and this relationship has held constant in succeeding
years. Over the four years under the law, referrals show an
average rate of increase Qf 12% per year and core evaluations
17% per year. As of 1977-1978, ‘referrals had increased 74% over
the base year, and core evaluations 276% over the base year. A
check of the figures for the current year (on April 2, 1979),
indicates that this trend is holding and we project 1208 core
evaluations for the 1978-1979 academic year.

The Worcester School system was able to respond to this
increased load by doubling the number of school psycholcgists

in its child study Department, and by creating a new department
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of Special Education. This uepartment Ts staffed by special

education.téachers who ccordinate the system's response to core

- evaluation cases. Althought there is'a"‘considerable backlog of

cases, thesalresponses have been adequate to meet the demands 

- ———

to date; However, the continued increase in thevrate of refer-
rals and of core evaluations durinq 3 time of declining enrél-
lment and shrinking budgets does not bode well for the future.

I

Under current conditions the backlog of qases is bound to

~ 1ncrease, but other patterns that may be of ehual concern. appear

to be developing in these referrals and in Sbe school's response

to them. Clcse ;nalysis of our cases indicates that foux trends

may be .'~veloping: |
1; Parents make more referrals in'p#rticipative schools
than in bureaucratic schools,while school staff make more R
referrals in bureaucratic schools. /
2. Referralé by parents are more often directed to
generalist-oriented school psychqiogists, w?ile referrals
b\} school statrf go more often to specialist-oriented

psychologists,

3. when parents @ake refg:rals the school's sérvices are
the problem, when school staff make 'referrals the
behavior of the child is the problem.

4. parent referrals are more often simple cases, while
school Eéferrals are more often complex cases.

wWith reg&rd to the first'trend, a statistical breakdown of

our cases shows that parents made eight referrals in bureau-
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cratic 3chools and eighteen: in pgrticipétive schoéls, while

" school staff made twenty-four referrals in bureaucratic schools

éna‘fourteen in participative schools; A simpleIChiJSquare test

shows this difference tT be significant at the .05 level;

. Table II:‘ PARENT AND STAFF REFERRALS IN BUREAUCRATIC AND

PARTICIPATIVE SCHOOLS

pParents staff
Bureaucratic 8 24 X2 = 5.6
: P . .05

| participative ‘18 14
This patterr is in accord with whdt we know theorétically

about the two organizatioﬁal‘types, and it is con¥istent with
the intent of mainstreaming legislation. From our cases, it /
apbears'that‘pureaucratic school staff make more referrels than
pgrticipative school staff because special needs ch{ldr;n have a more
disruptive effect on their programs. Parents mike more .than
twice as many referrals in participative schools tnan in bureau-
cratic schools because the decentralized collaborative nature of
those Settings provides more access to the Aecision-making
process. MéinstreaminéAlaws assume partic;pative settings will
be more responsive tolinputs from parents, and on this poiﬁt
our findings provide evidence that the law's mandate for
collaborative organization in spécial needs cases is well-

foundeds However, to date, the intent of the law has only been

realized with organizations that were participative_to begin

with.
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A second theoretical premise and intent of Chapter 766 is

also affected by patterns revealed in our cases. -P)r the sixty- ..\.
‘four cases on this study, generalist-oriented school psycholo-

gists received thirteen referrals ffom,schcol étaff,-while
specialists éeceived twenty-five (almost twice as many). This

trend is reversed for parent:referrals, where generalists re-

ceived seventeen referrals and Specialist§ received nine. ¥::ﬁ§\\}
diffarence is significant at the .05 level in a Chi square test.

Table III: - PARENT AND STAFF REFERRALS TO SPECIALISTS AND

GENERALISTS
parent Schoof |
Specialist 9 . 25 x2 = 4.88 ’
R . p 005
"Generaligt 17 13

These statistics reflect a pattern in which school staff
attempt to identify the problem before making the referral, -and
then refer to the person they feel is the specialist in that
area. Parent referrals are usually not pre-defined’in terms of
the school's specialties, S0 these cases are most often directed
to a generalist. This conforms to what org-nlzational theory
leads us to expect in a centralized system with devartment -
specialties. However, it is not consistent with the intent of
the new laws. Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 are designed to pro-
mote'coﬁprehensive evaluation of each child's case, and the

process can be weakenedlwhen pre-reférral decisions are made by

the staff.
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The pattefn of referrals to specialists vs. generalists
raises a second concern that is perhaps more subtle._ In a close
examination of the cases, it becomes apparent that it is the
specialist-qeneralist orientation of the psychologists, and not
their child or school-orientation that is most salient to staff
and parents; there is virtually no difference in the rate of
peferrals_by parents and staff tovchild-vs.’school-oriented
psychologists. The significance‘of this will become clearer in
later sections of this report where we demonstrate that it is
the client orientation of the psychologists that most affects
their handling of a case, and not their degree of specialization,

The third pattern in the referrals does not have statistipal
significance, but'ifs strength and educaéional sionificance does
bear comment. 1In 2 close analysis of staff referrals, we find
that they consistently identified the problem as being in the
child or in the home. Children are referred becadse their poor:
social behavior disrupts the class, or because academically or
developmentally they are falling behind and sometimes holding’
back their classmates. We can characterize starf referrals as
statements that, try as he or she might, the child is not
learning, or is stopping others from learning. The staff re-
ferral is usually a call for help ar for relief from the pro=-
blem child. In such cases, the parents are confronted with a
message that the behavior of their child is the problem to be
corrected.

In contrast to this, we find in parent referrals a
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consistenttmessage that the school is notlmeetihg the needs of
the child. Parents refer their children because they are.dis-'
satisfied with the.academic progress of their child, or because
they believe the child has a physical handicap or developmental
" problem that the school is not responding to. ' We can character-
ize a parent referral as a statement or belief that the child
has a problem‘thas is not being resolved by the school.  In such
. cases the staff are confronted by a message that their services
are the problem."Pdrent referrals are requests for more sedvices ‘
from the school. J |
The implicit confrontation in staff and parent referrais
often puts one party\or the-other on'the'defensive. It cre{tes
an adversarial athosphere'that can cause gases oo be extremely
time-consoming! and it defeats the collaborative inteht“of the
legislation. , ' g
The fourth referral pattern that we\found'to be affecting
implementation of Chapter 766uis thaf a majority of staff-
referred cases\are complex (63%) while the majority of parent-

referred cases are simple (61%). Since most staff referrals

‘are 4in bureaucratic setting.. *his means that most ‘complex cases
are being handled in the organizational settings least prepared
to handle them, while the participative schools with the capa-
city.to handle complex cases as the law intended arc receiving
the majority of simple cases. This diminishes the effective~
ness of the legislation, and it amplifies the burden of the

growing case load in the bureaucratic schools. .

" 10
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As a firel note on the pattern of referrals, we. found that, ,ﬁ

® despite the wide range of individuals who can now maks referrals .

under the law, the referials in our cases came from either the

school staff or parents. _ :j"; PRI

. summary o. Referral Patterns ‘ R BAY

!

4

An‘énalysis 6f our cases provides support for the theoretical
underpinnings and legislative intent of Chapter 766 and P,L. 94~ ﬁ
‘. 142. However, our data also shows that the number of referrails

and core evaluations under the léw is inéreasing at a constant

R

rate and ﬁax soon exceed the capacity of the schools to respond.
o Close examigation of our cases also reveals that, ’organi-zatior;-'l
ally, the schools have been little changed by'implemen£ation of
the legislation, and that the in¢reased case load » d adversarial
‘. nature of the referral system has produced a stressful environ--n
‘ment in the schools.

To examine the school psychologist's adaptive response to

o these conditions, we will now review patterns in the cases of
the four types of psychologist in our matrix. '

o THE RESPONSE OF THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

Using our review of the literature and preliminary obser-

o vations. we identified client orientation and degree of special-
ization as two impor*ant dimensions of the school psychologist's
r~le, In a systematic comparison of the sixty~-four cases in

® our matrix, we found t..at the client orientation of the psychol-
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'in which the totally neutral ground is untenable. To resolve

. - : .

ogists has the greatest influence on their day-to-day‘fUﬁEtions;
We sugéest that client orientation is dominant in thé‘
school psychologist's activity because the referéal system-casts
school psychologists as mediators betwéen th‘ inte;ests of the
school and the needs and demands of the children and their
parents. This situation creates a double bind that is -a source
of considerable-role.conflict. Since school péychologist are
employed by the school,rtherb is an[expectation_that'the& will
sqfve its interests in a case; if tﬁQ outcorne of a case mPkes
heavy demand~ on school resources, they provoke administrative

disapprovai. However, they are also child psycholbgistg who

jare'expected to meet the needs of the child; if the outcome of

a case does not fully meet the child's needs, they experience a
sense of professinnal failure.-
The school psychologist faces a classical no-win situation

(‘-l

this dilemma, each individual adopts an explicit stance as

~either a school-oriented or child-oriéntegrpsychélﬁgist. Each

stance 1is gupported‘by a rationale and a sense of éomprbmise.
School-orientea psychologists function as membe;s of the
schoecl 's staff. While they know children may have a wide range
of developmental, personal and family problems, they feel that
they can best méec their' needs by working throuyh the school's
organization anqithe resources it has to offer. They recognize
that this éomprémise position falls short of meeting all the .

child's needs, but they say "...we have to be realistic in a
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public school situation, We have to pick up at the door and
end at the door...We have the kid from eight to three, so we're
going to work with him from eight to three...We know about
curriculum, and)that's wﬁat we have to offer in schoolo, 80 -
let's gear the curriculum tou the child's needs."

Child-oriented psychologists take an explicit stance as
child advocates; "One of the best things going for us is that
the Child Study Department 1is outside the school structure.

This alZows ug/to b~ an advocate for the child and family from
outside the school...Schools are academic environments that help
kids learn to read and do math---but we're ndt very‘gooo at that
~=-0our skillofare finding out why kids don't reao and dg‘math
because'of the social and environmental influencus on them."
Working consciously as outsiders, child-oriented psychologists
go into the school to find out what has gone wrong, and suggest
ways that the school could make things better for that child.
}Recogniziog that there are limits on the school's ability to
!respond as an organization to each child, they compromise by
heiping,individual staff members adjust to the child's needs
'while they work to develop the child's ability tg‘cope with the,

school's programe.

child orientatien Vs. School Orientation in a Case

Latham found that the casés of school psychologists exhibit
a sequence of four phases: entry, differentiation, integration,
. and synthesis (Latham 1979)., Each phase serves a definito pure

pose in the'resolution of a case, Severa1~different methods are
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available to’ accomplish the tesks associated with each phsse,

!
3 |

and it is the variation in prefered methods that provides .the
clearest distinction betwaen child-oriented end school-oriented

psychologists. -' f : f
. - ' o |

' R | o
i

Entry Phase |
o Entry is an exploratory phase in which the psychologist /
gets oriented to the case and prgsnizes procedures for gathering
data. Child-oriented psychologists most often use child inter-
views and tests during this phase, while school—oriented psych-.

I i

ologists use case histories and staff interviews. ‘ |
|

_When child-oriented psychologists enter a case, they. focus
on the child as the client, and use interviews to find out who
the child is and how he or she percieves the problem. The |
interview is the opening of a working reletionship between the
psychologist and the child." Individual tests, focused on the
developmental level of the child, are also used. These meyiin-
clude Raven's, Leiter, vineland, Fairview, Developmental Tests
of visual Peréeption, and use of the Fanily Drawing Projective '
‘Test. They~prefer these tests because they reveallindividual

(
differences and abilities..

School-oriented psychologists enter a case by reviewing
records to learn what services the child has received in the

past  and to understand the history of his or her academic needs.

Their procedures are to use all the resources within the child"’

school before turning to 3pecial services available in the wider

system, A review of records lets them know about what has been
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tried with the child in that school.. During this phase, they

consistently administer achievement tests in addition to devel-

_opmental ability tests. These always include a reading diagnos.
. test (WRAT, Spache, or Botel), and a math diagnostic test (Key
Math or WRAT). This attention to achievement level reflects
their view of the school as the orienting framework for working
“with the child; the emphasis is on the school's standards, and
whether the child is having trouble meeting them. |
Differentiation Phase 1 | | -

\ Differentiation is a diagnostic phase in which the psych- .
oiogist identifies needs to_be worked on in~the‘case. Both child=-
"oriented and school-oriented'psychologigt; use testing and clase ' ;;
. visits during this phase;‘but thete are important differences in |
the way they use-these techniques. |

. Child-oriented psychologists continue to use developmental
tests, but during this phase they select tests designed to re-..

' veal the strengths and probleme\of the particular child they are
working. with. 1In this way, they may use a slightly different
combination or sequence of tests with;eachlchild.

'\To supplement test information, child-oriented psychologista_
willlmake several classroomlvisits to observe the child's be=- |
haviﬁr.. Their purpose is to discover how the child is coping
with the social interaction and academic demands.of the class;

They will alsoe consult with the teacher for background on the

case during their visits.

In contrast to the child-oriented ‘psychologist's varied

db
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use of testing, echooi-oriented paychologists use a coneistent

® battery of tests during the differentiation phase. Their bat-,

_ tery of tests provides a normative standard that allows them .
to predict the kinds of difficulties~and sﬁccesseS«a child will
‘ o have in the school environment. 'rhe tests provide a framework
‘ within which tzey can categorize the child's needa for *pecial
\educetion services. Schoolaoriented psychologists also make
o . class .visits during the' differentiation phase. Their -princip:al'
jpurpoee is to consﬁlt"with the teacbe:_to find out "what we have
tried with the child." During their visits,-theylwill observe -
® the child to gain information on particular strengths or weak- |
nesses identified by the teacher, At this time, they may sug-
‘gest alternative techniques for the teacher to try, and they !
@  will discuss the outcome of these efforts during the next class - °

visit. ‘ {4

Int_g;ation Phase

." - The integration phase is used to bring together people and

resources .that will be part of a plan to meet the needs diagnosed

| during differentiation. Conferences are consistently used by
® both types of psychologist, but again, there are important dif-
| ferences in child-orfented and’school-oriented conferences,
/éhild-oriented psychologists'consistently prefer to confer X

® with‘one person at a time. On some occasions they meet with a |

guidance,counqelor and teacher together,'orjwith‘the teacher .

and a parent, out overall, they prefer-to have separate meetings

'~ with parents before and after testing, ard they mecet separately




with parents end ssn\\i personnel in preparation for core: team
evaluations. Their conferences are a time of advocacy for the
child, in which they promote persdna&\infolvement and under- ‘
standinJ of the child's needs among staff mempers. During the
integration phase, thej build an alliance of individuals who k
will work on the chito's case. y
School-oriented psychoiogists prefer team conferencee.
" They use the conference as an opportunity for other schoollper-
sonnel to consult with them for information and suggestions on
‘a child"s case. They plan a schedule of visits to a ‘school
around the aﬁailabillty of conference time with classroom tea-
chers and otner visiting specieliste.‘lWhenevernpossible;fweekly‘
conferences are scheduled with enough time to discuss several
cases., conferences ere an opportunity to get to know the
school's staff and resources so‘that they can be organized to
meet the child's needs.

Synthesis Phase

b ]

The purpose of the synthesis-phase is to define and im-

| plement the plan that best meets the child's needs within the
.school's resources. Confe:ences’and Core Evaluation Team
meetings ene'used during ‘this phese.' (A "coée" is a meeting of
an evaluetionvteam brought together by 3 chairperson designated
by the Special Education Depatrment. Its ourpose is to write.
an individualized educationa’ plen for the child's epectal
needs as required by Chapter 766 )

A core meeting is controlled by the team s members and
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chair. It runs.contrary to the!child-orignted psyéhologist's_
o preference for wdrk‘ing with people individu#}.ly, and they will
- hold conferences with core teaﬁ members prior tb.the meetingr;n'
order to review the case., Théy will also qouhsel_the pafeﬁts
o .’and the h_ch:'le in prepatation for” the meetinq. Puring the meeting
they assume their Qitions as advocates for the'child'b intere;ts
and draw on the dé::;nces they have built during'thg eaflier " _ )"
phases of thg case. Their goalli; to have the school oréanizg
or reorganize its staff and resdufces to meet the individuai :
needs of the child. \
érior to'a core evaluation,"5chool-oriented psycholog}sts
havé usually been working with the core team terér§ as an in-
formal team. :Duriné a core team meeting, they simply continue-|
this relationship. They serve as consultants and.inforﬁatioh
resources to-the teaﬁ;‘anq work as facilitators to ﬁelp the team
| . make the best use of the staff and.resources*ava;lable. L
® - " when the team agfees 'm’-\ a plan for the chila, child-ori~
ented péychqlogists consistenéiy assume regponsibility for fol;
lowing up on the_child's plaé&ment,rworking(aggin to help the
staff undérétand the ¢hild's needs énd the new plan. School- -
oriented psycholrgists consistently relinquish that responsibility

to a special education teacher, or any other person delegated in

the weitten educational plan.

child orientation vs. School'Orientation in Bureaucratic vs.
participative Schools -

® Wwith a basic understanding of how child-oriented and school-

fu/‘. | | 48
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’ . _ | L

oriented psychologists handle their cases, we can now gain fur-
AN , ’

~ ther insight into their approaches by contrasting their work én

bureaucratic and participative schools. . ' | ... o

Length of Cases

The most tahgible difference between the"tWO'types of pe§-
chologist is the veriation in the length of their cases in the
.two typee of school. The length of a case is measured by the
| 'number of contact units it has, In.this study, a contact unit
;s a behavioral unit‘of analysis. A contectqunit ogcurs'any-
etime the psycholegist undertakes:and.completes~e task used to
resolve the case. Examples of contact units are: an inﬁerview
withyﬁhe child,;a'test'sessien, a parehf conference”'a class
visit, ard a team meeting. | | |

Table IV displays the average number of units per case for

child-oriented and school-oriented psychologists in.bureaucratic

and participetive schoolss .

Table IV:» AVERAGE LENGTH OF CASE BY TYPE OF PSYCHOLOrIST

AND SCHOOL |
Child-Oriented ” School=0Oriented
Bureaucratic 12.5 units 6.25 units
’ (SD 3.34) (SD 2.41)
participative 23.6 units 6.75 units
(SD 5.87) (SD 2.43)

TWO things are apparent from this table: child-oriented

cases are much longer than school-oriented cases, and child-




\
oriented cases in pnrticipatiVe_:éhqols are twice as long as

- cases in bureaucratic schoolé,_whil the length of school-

oriented cases is virtually the same in both,setiings,
Child-érierted_caseq are longer than school-oﬁiented cases
- because they have a greater number of conference units and units
of direct service to the child. éhild;orie ted psychologists
gather information in their case through dir ct contact with
the child, and. Lhey prefer to work ocut educatiopal plans through
one-to-one contact with the parents and staff in olve School-
oriented psychologists, on the other hand, use f:&er direct con-
tact units with the child, and their use of team meetings to
rdevelop'educationai plans greatly reduces the number 6f one=to=-
one conference units in their casesi | |
| . This pattern is amplified when we compare the work of the
" two types of psychologists in the two Ein&s of gghoola Child-
oriented psychblogists prefer'to work in partiéipativc schools. -
. rhése schools provide an opportunity to reach out tdia wide
range ofrlndividualsvwhofmay influence the cﬁild's.behavior -
inqluding'anyone on thel8ch001 staff, family members,_and.com-
munity service agencies. Under these conditions, their cases
are twice as long as the cases of school-oriented psychologists.
The cases of school-oriented psycholbgists a;e relatively
short in both types of school. They use a standard;set of pro-
cedures in both schools, and thef work witﬁ the staff as a team

in both settings, so there is little variation in case length

from one school to the other,’ School-oriented psychologists ’




prefer to work in the high structuro“sottings of ouroaucrstic
.schools, which.provide.thom with a consistent organization of<
staff and rosouccss with which to work.

This discussion of the distribution of units in a case can
| be used to clarify an important distinction botwoon the two types\\
of psychologist. 1In absolute numbers, child-orionted psjchol-' /
ogists have more units of contact with childson and staff than
school-oriented psychologists, but conference units represent
61% of tho units in vhild-orionted csses, while child contact
" units account for 30% of the units. For school-oriented cuses,'
conference units reprosent 34% of tﬁélunits and child contact
units constitute 48% of the units. This means that child;

- oriented psychologists spend twice as much of their time wofking
with school staff and other adults as they do with children,
while school-oriented psichologists spend morelof-theirotime'in
contact -with children than with staff. While this may seemhcon-
tradictory at first glance, this distribution reinforces our
sense of thesdvocscy role of child-oriented psychologi.ts. They
work with the staff to get them to adjust to the child's needs.
It is also consistent with the functionﬁng of school=oriented
psychologistz,who work to locate children in existing progranms,
and thas need less contact time with the staff. —

A review of the four phagbs of a case as they are handled
in bureaucratic and'participstive schools will help to-unde}-
stund'the nature of those settinqs;snd provide further insight
into the functioning of“the two types of psychologist.
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Entry Phase

Child-oriented psychologists prefer to enter a case through

direct contact with the child in interviews. However, in bureau-

cratic schools they frequently modify this‘abproach by discussing
the case with teachers first. 1In participative schools they.
consistently work with the child first. g l '_
In contrast to ihe'cﬁild-oriented pathologiéts, school;
orientedfpgychologists do not vary their entry\apéroach. They
reprefer'a review of records and a teacher conference, and they
are able to use these proceduri!<§onsistent1y in both schoo{s.

Differenéiatiqg ‘ . .

—— . !

We have seen tiiat child-oriented cases in paréicipative
schoolg aré much longer than other'ca:es. ?uch of this Is
attributable to a large number of child contact units and con- °
ferences during the“differ?ptiation bhasga Child-oriented
psythologistg use the participative setting to thbrougiy egplore;
" the cbild's'needs through, interviews, tests aqd classroom obser-
vations. They also’'use conferences with parents to share infor-
mation and to encouraéé their particip&tion in planning for the
child's needs in the school. COnferuhce; with staff arehused to
‘gain information and to advocate for the child',;needs'duriﬁ;
.this phase. - | | '

School-oriented psychologists don't va;y'froqjcpeir use qf
a standard battery pf tests and staff iaterviews, and generate ~ i
very few contaét uﬁitS'during this phase.

L

conferences with school principals also occur during this




phase, and provide a marked contrast between the two types of

[} ) el

psychologist. -

Child-orientedﬁpsychole;ists had principal conferences in
all of their berticipetive'échools.; They Qiew these occasions
as two-way information exchenges in which they cen hagin to
negotiate the deteils of a new educational plen for the child. N
In bu;eaucratic schools, they had principal conferences in less | \\\
than 18% of their cases, and tneseewere at the request'of.the'

principal. Child-oriented ps?choiogists avoid principals in

‘bureaucratic settings to escape their directives on how a case

should be handied. Their rdie as advocate for the child creetesA

a tension between them and bureaucratic schéol’administrators,

‘and it is in these settings that they display the strongest

tendency to function as outsiders to the school, turning to

other cutside profesgionels to cor;oborate their diagnosis and

plan for the child.

".
School-oriented psychologists consistently work with prin-

cipals, in conferences (most often in Bureaucratic schovls), or
by their inclusion on staff teams. The goal of these psychol-

ogists is to make effective use of the school's staff and re- T

- sources to meet the child's needs, and they consider- the prin-

cipal to be an important ally in this effort. They build strong
relationships yithrthe principals of bureaucratic schoo;s because
they recognize their ability to control decisions affectingsthe
child.




Integ_ation Phase

® During the integration phase, psychologists use parent and

staff conferences to bring together t e people who will plan
and implement a program for the child. This is done differently
® by the two types of psychologist in bureaucratic and participative

schools.’

‘In their work with parents, child-oriented psychologists

® continue to encourage participation. They explain the details
of the oase,'and they help parents to articulate their concerns

\ to the school's staff. They avoid team meetings with school

‘5\ staff at this time because, in such meetinos, they would have

~

to confront the school's staff as an organized unit, and they
. prefer to negotiate on an individgal basis for adjustments to
¢ the child's needs. B

School-oriented psychologists use parent conferences to

inform the parents about the achemic needs of the child.l They
believe that the school is-a provider of sound educational ser=
vices, and that they, as educational professionals, should assume.j
A leaders iip role in educating éerents about ways of meeting
¢ ~ the needs of their children: They assuge his rolejmore often

in bureaucratic schools where it is administratively delegated‘

to them. During the integration phaSenof‘a'case they rely
'heavily on the team conferences they have had with staff to

-“plan a program for the child; They do not differ in this.

pattern between bureaucratic and participative schools.




Synthesis Phase

The synthesis phase ;s the time whep all the parties tcla
case agree .'n the eoucational plan for the child. It is during
.this phase that the core evaluation teams provided for under
, Chapter 7606 may‘meet. Since "coresﬁ have a powerfullipfluenge ‘
over the direction of a case, school psychologists ally themfr
sSelves with these teams in their preferred school'settinos,
/and,they avoid them in the opposite SEttinq5;

. In our study, child-oriented psychologists nad sixteen -

cases in participative schools, and thirteen of ‘them (81%) had

core team evaluations. They also had sixteen cases in ‘bureau-

cratic schoole, but only six ofAthose cases (37%)'had.oore .
evaluations. Of the school-oriented psycﬁologists' sixteen -
-cases’in participative schools,’nine (56%) had cores, while
fourteen of their sixteen cases (87%) had cores in bureaucratic
schools. A Chi Square test of these-differences is significant

at the .05 level {(Table V).

.Table V: NUMBER OF cdrE EVALUATIONb'FOR.SCHOOL;ORIENTED
VS. CHILD-ORIENTED PSYCHOLOGISTS IN BUREAUCRATIC
AND PARTICIPATIVE SCHOOLS

chgol-Oriented Child=0Oriented
Bureaucratic '
schools ,7 14 - 6 \
Participative
Schools 9 13

puring a core evaluation the school psychologist's role is

o e

5%
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to provide expert\information'to the team members and to assist
® parents in their participation on'the team., |
' child-oriented psychoiogists provide information as out-
siders. 'On collaborative teams they provide their diagnosis ‘and
() negotiate for th_e best plan to» meet the child's needs. On
:X bureaucratic teams itfis not_uncommonhfor them to bring in the
opinions of other outside professionals-(such as M, D.'s, psy-
‘ , .chiatrists'or other specialists in the school system) to sup~ L
| port their plane. On both kinds of team they work as interpreters
_for the‘parents, helping them-t- understand what is happening ‘in
@ the meeting and helping them to articulate their concerns.
| School-oriented psychologists.act as- consultants to the
. team members in all'cases. They proride expert information on *
®  1ow the team can best achieve its objective with the child. In
working with the parents.they believe that the team will develop
a professional plan that is best for the child,_and that'it is:
their responsibility to explain it to the parents Solthey ca::
work effectively with it. |

"g&ilo-Oriented Vs. School-Oriented Core Evaluations

The use of core evaluation teams is one of the principal
provisions of Chapter766, and a majority of our cases (42 out
of 64) had cores. An analysis of the decisions resulting from
these caies contributes to our understanding of the interactions
of child- and school-oriented psychologists with bureaucratic
and participative settings. s

The intent of the law is to have the teams develop an
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individual educational plan that meets the child's needs in the

least r:strictive setting possible. 1In our. study we considered

N "regular classroom placements"to'be the least restrictive'settimgs;
and resource room placements to be" restrictive settings ‘because |
they separate childrenxirom the educational mainstream. In the
Folloﬁifg analysis, the kind of placement (resource room or;
'rcgular classroom) will be used as an indicator of the team's
decision process. | h

The first point we must make is that there'was'no}difierence
in the pattern ofvresource room and regularvroomiplacements'when'
we compared bureaucratic with participative schools. This means
'that the deci“Tbn-making process of the teams was independent of
the orgaqizational structure in which-they worked. The principals‘~
of both kinds of school haue often expressed concern that, faced
with the use of teams of outside specialists to formulate educa-
tional plans, they would 1o£e control over the educational proa,

~‘cess in their schools. Our sikty-four case studieslindicate,s
that their concerns are well-founded._ But we must also note
that it was the intent of Chapter 766 to break the influence of
traditional school structures over special educatiom cases, and
from that poimt of view? the use of\core evaluation teams would
appear to be effective.

In our study we classified the oréanizational dynamics of
teams as bhureaucratic or collaborative. It appears that the
type of team has a strong effect on the kind of placement for

\

the child.
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Autoc! atic core evaluation teams avcount for the outcome
® . of twenty of our cases. of that number, seventeen cases reaulted

in a resource'roomAplacemept for the child, while three cases .°

had regular room plaéements. COllaboraﬁive'gore evaluatieh'
o teams haedled‘fwenty-two'ofgdhr cases, Six of these‘eaees had .
‘resource room placements and sixteen had regular room placements. "
A Chiisguafe teeé of these differeeees is siénificant at the .01
® level (see table VI). o o . R

Table vI: KIND OF PLACEMENT BY KIIID OF TEAM:

® B Resource RooOm . . Regular Room
| Bureaucratic 17 T3
. Team ,_ |
\ . . i . ) Y. ~
. Collaborative. " 6 i - 16 .
[ Team o

Mainstreaming legislation such as Chaptep,766'and P.L. ?4-‘
® 142 assumes that all teams will function in accord with the
principles of participative management, making non-standardized

decisions that are sensitive to individual.needs. ‘We find,

o ‘however, that.some teams function"i.n accord wi,tﬁ bureaucratic
principles. They often use non-consensual procedures in which
one oe two individuals use the administrative authority of the

® team chair tc control the decision, and when faced with the
unique eeeds of exceptional children, they follow .the bureau-
cratic principle of using separate placements that minimize

@

disruption of mainstream activities and efficiently concentrate
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special services in one setting. LIn so/dcing, they uninten-
tionally defeat-the intent of the'legislation.

The outcomes of collaborative team decisions, on_the other
hand, support tne lau;s assumption that when an interdisciplimary -

team operates in a collaborative manner it will be able to find

. or make a high rate of'special needs placements in mainstream

3

settings.

The effect.of 4 team's  organization onda case‘becomes even

stranger if we distinguish between complex and simple cases, . ¢ -

‘:Cdmplex cases make heavy demands for school resources and staff

collaboration. ‘Simple cases require minimal resources and little
staff interaction. From the point of view of bureaucratic theory,
complex cases have the greatest potential of disrupting)the

)
school's organiaation, while simple cases pose less threat to

rmainstream,activities.

Table VII showa that, in our study, bureaucratic teams never

placedia compiex case in the mainstream; they used separate

. resource room placements without exception for these cases. 'In

_contrast, collaborative teams again placed about two-thirds of

their complex cases in mainstrezm settings. This difference is

significant in a Cchi Square test a:t the .0l level,

Table VII: KIND OF PLACEMENT BY TYPE OF TEAM, CONMTROLLING
FOR KIND OF CASE

complex iimglg
Regular Resource Regular Resource

Room Room Room Room
Bureaucratic 12 0 X2 = 9,19 5 3
Team p .01
Collaborative 4 8 2 8

Team
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Table VII also shows that for simple cases the rate of

® : separate plarements by bureaucratic “eams is lower, reflecting,

willingness of the team to deal with the minimal demands of
‘Some of these cases in the mainstream. | |
The organizational dynamics of a team strongly affect thel

- outcome of a case,_but the e’ fect is not independent of the kind
of school psy‘chologist'in‘ the case. 'rable VIII (page 57 ﬁrev'eal"s
that there is.a significant interaction between*the client

_ ‘orientation of the psychologist and the way that bureaucratic

~ and collaborative teams handle complex and simple cases.

Table VIII shows that when we control for the client orien-

tation of the psychologist, the effect of the kind of team on a'

case is strongez for school-oriented psychologists, but weaker

for child-or iented psychologists. . A Fisher' s Exact Test shows g

the outcome for school~oriented psychologists on complex cases

2 to be significant beyond the .01 level (P = .0046). '

This finding is consistent with what we have learned about

the working stylesﬂof_the two types of psychologist. School-
oriented(psychologists work with their teams as facilitators.
Their actions'tend,to amplify the tendency of a bureaucratic,

| team to use separate placements, while they suoport the colla-
borative team's efforts to respond to a case with mainstream
placement. This interaction of school-oriented psychologists
with the two kinds of tsam is strong enough to even affect the
placement of simple cases. Simple cases have a higher rate of

separate placements when schcol-oriented psychologists work

60
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- Table vIII

A Comparison of Kind of Team and Kind of Individualized Educational

Plan with Simultaneous Control for Kind of Case and Client Qrienta-

tion of Psychologist
] COMPLEX CASE o
SCﬁool-Oriented Child-griented "v',School-gg;gnted ' child-Oriépted

Regular :Resouréé.Room " Regular Resouycé~Room Regular - °

S SINPLE CASE. S

Rasource - Room Regylar Resource Room

Bureaucratic KR B . *
Team . 7 0 5 0 3 1 2 2 ‘
‘Collaborative . . - . , : " “

Team 1 -5 3 3 S | 5 1.3

P=.0046




with bureaucratic teams. . . ///
o : If we compare these, outcomes to the outcdﬁe:,of complex g'r' .
| " and simple cases with child-oriented psychologists,nwe~see that
the effect of the kind of team is much weaker. They work as v
@ ' outsiders to the team, using pre-teem conferences to. devel‘op a |

plan for the child, and this activity, in conjunction with\theix ‘

\

ch‘ld advocate stance, tends to dampen the placement patterns

® ' . of the teams. \
v \
\
. - t. \\
. K , I .
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON_THE RESPONSE OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS 3
(] " |
Organizations are social entities constructed by the |
adeptive interactions of their members. 1In the referral system
L ] ~
®

created by mainstreaming legislation, school psychologists find
themselves in a double bind between two potential clients. Their ,' a
response to this dilemma is to choose ‘either the child or the |
lschool as the principal client,to serve.
Child-oriented psychologists assume the role of child advo- )
cates, working as outsiders to the school. Their goal is 'to
have the school be as responsive as possible to the individuel
needs of each child, and to this end they prefer to help staff
'members adjust thei. educational approach to the child on a
one-to-one basis. | o
School-oriented psychologists prefer to work as members of

the educational staff. Their goal is to find a way to serve

the child through whatever programs and resources the school
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has available. To this end, they prrfer to work as facili- - B

z )
o tators, enhanding the existing approach of the organization to \
the child. ' |
o CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS N
. Massachusetts Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 are state -and -
® federal attempts to"bring-" about local-~-level changekin' schools. _ y

| They mandate new forms of organization as a way of altering a
history of separate education,for special needs children. Tneir
° ~ use of collaborative team»{ concepts is well-grounded in current .

/

social theory, however, the attempt to use a state-level mandate
ir

to blue-print 1oca1 level change is not.

® : Social organizations are not objects tnat can be designed
and‘put'into Place without influence from the people who will
work in them. In response to a new set of organizational re-

o quirements, individuals will adaptively transform existing roles.

‘ ano organizational procedures. The consequence is that legis-

lation can,take’a wide variety of,forms when it is implemented

o through the local schools (Weatherly & Lipsk;/ 19;7). we have
found this to be the case in our study, but do not conclude

from this that the laws should be abandoned or that local-level

° school personnel have not been well-intentioned. We conclude that
a natural social process is at work, and that we should find a
]
way to work with it to make the intent of the law a reality.
o

School psychologists must work with a referral system that
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creates an adversarial relationship between parents and the.

, school. They must also work . with .teams that do not always fun-

ction in the collaborative fashion the law intended. To cope .

_With these conditions some psychologists have blcome child

r

aadvocates, 'while others have become members ‘of. the school's

statf. These responses resolve the school p:ychologist's

double bind by providing an unambiguous role to work in, but

we suggest that the overall effect of these roles limits the
\ ability of school psychologists to serve their clz%nts.

The child-oriented’ psychologist's advocucy ro]ie is essential
in staff-referrals that pre~diagnose the behavior of the child
as the problem, but when these cases are handled by school-
oriented psychologists the advocacy role is not filled.~ - -

| on the other hand, when cases grow out of a parent referral
the parents assume the role of child adovcate by demanding that
‘more of the school's services be directed to meeting their child's
needs. 5chool-oriented psychologists with their preference for"

' :working with. the school to "gear the curriculum to the child"
may have a more effective response to .nese cases than the
child-oriented psychologists. 7

child-oriented psychologists prefer to work through ore-
to-one contact with school staff. This approach is effective
in participative schools, but it limits their ability to work
in bureaucratic schools, and it consumes sixty percent of their

time on a case; leaving less time for direct service contact

with the <child.




- School-oriented psychologists prefer to work in the
high structure settings of bureaucratic schoois,.but with
this orientation it is difficult for them to make effective 4
use of the staff and resources available in participative
schools. . .

The outsider's rolejoi child-oriented psychologists
and their preference for one-to-one interactions make'it

difficult for them to work with core evaluation teahs;'These

nare potentially high-conflict tension-laden situations that make

advocacy for the child a stressful process. They prefer to
avoid the use of these teams when possible; especially when
the teams are bureaucratic in bureaucratic settings.

- School-oriented psychologists attempt to work with the teams
to reach thei; objectives, but their tendency of reenforcing
aicore evaluation team's decision-making pattern reduces the
impact of their own input on the outcome of a ‘case.

These findings indicate that school psychologists‘have
generated role transformations in response to Chapter 766 ttrat |
weaken their effectiveness as psychologists and limit- their
ability to implement the law. To work with this problem we'
suggest that school psychologists be trained in strategies of
organization development. Organization design stracegy assumes
that: "It is the dynamics of the group, not the skills of its
individual members, that is bcth the major source of problems

and the primary determiner of the quality of soulutions. Although

group process and procedures often obstruct the full use of
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of human“potential, they can, if coordinated smoothiy,«

@ allow the release of latent energy needed “for- responsiveness-‘f 7 S

=

and creativity" (Schmuck, et. al. 1977). y

The role of school.psychologists as "middlemen"zbeiweenh

o - the child's needs and the school's interests provides an s

' Iideal position for the use of orqanization development - |
stratggies..

® with a sound understanding of organization design, child-

Ay

oriented psychologists could more effectively work with
bureaucratic schools and.corg-evaluation'teams. AdopfiAg
® strategies deve'loped by school~oriented psycholbgists, they
coula also shorten tﬁeif c&sesby,redﬁcing the Amoﬁné of .
one-to-one staff contact time, and tg further theié child
advpcacy role, they could pick up technique; for gearing the
~.curriculum to the child's.needs,\ - |
School-oriented psychologists could use principles of ,
organization ‘design to make bettér use of the staff and
resources in participative sch;ols.[Picking up the child
advocacy strategies of.chiidéoriented psychologists, they'
could also de#elop techniques that would give them greater
ability to influence the decisions of bureaucratic and
collaborative teams. : ‘ : ' s
In response to passage of Chapter: 766 and P.L. 94-142
the Massachusetts Department of Education, universities, ~

colleges, and local school systems have all made massive /1'

investments in staff training and development. By fér, the




N

needs ‘of speoial ch

' to special needs children in public schools.

A S N S Y
. .,I ! .
.largest proportion of° these investments have been in skills
training (1.0 the_skills needed to diagnose and serve the
e:%dren). But, Chapter 766 and P,L. 94-142"

explicitly fhandate organizational cﬁange in schools, and

\ the implementation of these. laws is a problem of organization

design. This report is not~intended to diminsh thie value of
skills train'ng: we simply- mean to identify,the need to train -

staff in principles of organizational behavior, if we want

to see. any change in’ the .way educational -services are delivered

4

—
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